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of liNd, is a ... asteful .... y of aiding elem.ntary ""hoots, 
where the fiaancial problem i. p ..... ntly greateat. 
The amendment eannot be espooted to redure prop-
e.-tf taxes, el:eept in isolattad C8ees, since the increase 
will be apent primarily to raise teachers' salaries. 
'l'eeehera' oalaries in California ar"already tbe highest 
in the Nation, according to tbe Federal Seeurity 
Agency_ 
If tbe ""hoola need more ltate support, it is impera-
tive that the Legislature be tree to &<Cure the best pos-
sible ochool program for the money_ 
Already ovtr 40 per .. nt of the State General Fund 
budget is frozen for constitutionally bed cosL School 
apportionment takes practically all o[ tbi •. Proposi tion 
No. 2, by adding to tbese fixed costs, would reduce still 
furth ... the Legislature's ability to enact an economical 
and el!eetive budget. It would also increase the in-
~ntive of other groups to assure themsclves of a find 
&tate appropriation by writing their demands into the 
Constitution. 
It is bad practice to write into tbe ConatitutiOD the 
amount of money any govel1lllleDt activity abould 
have. 
Californians are famous for their devotioll to good 
schools. But in Propositiou No. 2 enthUliasts have gone 
too far ; t hey have propoaed a very bad method [or ac-
complishing their purposes. It is boond to backfire and 
cause untold damage to good budgeting, good finane-
in!,. and thc security of the schools themselves. 
Don't tie tbe hands o[ the Legislature. Trust your 
elected representatives to carry out the wishes of tb. 
public for a good and sound scbool system. 
Vote NO on Proposition No.2. 
VO)/ T. ELLSWORTH, Ph.D. 
Director, Researcb Department, 
California Farm Bureau Fed-
'eration 
A. C. HARDISON, LL.D. 
President, California Tupayera 
Association 
1'AXATIOlf: WELFARE EXEMPTION OF NONPROFIT SCHOOL 
PRO~Ea'1'Y. Act of Legislature submitted to electors by 
referendum. Act amends Section 214, Revenue and Taxation 
YES 
3 Code. Extends property tax exemption, known as welfare ex-- . emption, to property used exclusively for schools of less tha.n 
_ collegiate grade owned and operatcd by nonprofit religious, 
hospital or charitable organizations. 
(For Full Tnt of lIeasor., Bee Page 2, Part n) 
NO 
.AII&IywIa by the Legillative Connael sied and mentally retarded maintained by charitable 
This ftferendum measure submits Chapter 242 of foundations. 
the Statutes oC 1951 to a "ote by which the electors may California is the only state in the Union which tases 
espre. their appro,'.1 or disapproval o[ that legisl.. schools o[ this character. The principle of gh';ng these 
tioa. If approved, Chapter 242 would broaden the ex- schools tn equality with public schoola has been rec-
emptioD from property taut.ion provided by Section 0l'ni7.ed in 47 of the 48 states because Don-w-supported 
214 of the Revenue and Tantion Code (the "welfare schools perform a "aluable public servjce, whic;!i otber-
exemption") by ~x("mpting prop<'rty of pri\'ate schools wise would become a further burden on the taxpayer ; 
or Jeu than rollelo!i8t~ ~r8cW. The propt"rty of pri\'ate. also De-CRUse H Penalty tantion" of church·financoo 
!,onprofit edu~ational. !Dstitutions of -collegiate grade schools is a violation of our traditional separation of 
JI undfr certam conditions now exempt from taxation church and state. 
under other provisions of law. This principle of tax equality has long been estab-
The '\\'€."ifare extmption was authorized bv a con. lished, In 191 .. California granted tax exemption to 
ltitutional amendment adopted in 19H (Art. XIII, non.profit colleges and universities. Stanford Univer-
See. le) . Pursuant to this authorizat ion the u-gisla. sity.of San Francisco. University of South;m Cali· 
ture has by Si..~tion 214 of the Re\'enuc and Taxation fornia,-Collpge of the Pacific and Pomona, lor example, 
Code ezempted properly used excJusi"eh' Cor rC'li~ious, Wf'TC thus given tax equality with the State Univer· 
hOlpital, scientific or charitable pllrpoSts owned and si ties, 
operated by community ch('Sts, fu no •. foundations or Non-profit schools educated 182,483 children in Cnli-
~rpora~ion~ organizffi and operated for religious, hos. fornia .Jnst year, and have helped ,relieve tl :e badly 
Pltat, IClentlfic, or charitable purposes, if the pEoperty o\'er-cl'owded public school system which bas been 
aad tbe. owner ther:eof meet the conditions imposed by forced to place t1lOusands of our children on half-day 
the J.eg.slature des'l'ned to assure comptianee with the .essions. These non·profit schools have saved the Ias-
eoaftitution81 amendment. payers an estimated $350,000,000 on tbe COlt of pro-
- ~. rrault, if this measure is approved, and if prop. vidi~~ dass rooms, and save the. tupayen an 
en,. of an educational institution of less than colleginle add.t.onal $41 ,000,000 annuaUy in operating espenses. 
grade qualifies under the conditions prescribed by t he To sustain the State Legislature means that approxi-
existing exemption, that property will be exempt under mat£'ly $;00,000 in taxes must be absorbed. This is 
the aame eonditions that other property used e,clu- insignificant (less than a candy bar per penon) COD-
lively fo~ religious, hospital, scientific -or charitable trnsted with the $41,000,000 saved to the wpayers 
purposes .. II~W osempt. each and every year by these schools. Henee you can 
~, III Pavor .of Werelldnm lI .. sure No. 3 see why it is not only just, but a1ao good buain .... to 
grant all non· profit sohool. tax equality_ 
Your "YES",ot_on PROPOSI'1'IO~ 3 will sustain A "YES" ,'ote on PROPOSITION 3 will continue 
the a.tion of the State LeJ<i.lature which in 1951 voted these savings to the taxpayers, but at tbe aam. tim_ 
aIm<td unanimoualy (108 to 3) to ",ive non,plofit will give no taspayer a .. free ride." Parents o( cbil-
aehoo" w equality-u a matter of justice, .nd as an drell in the non' profit, non-w-aupported .... oola will 
~ aolving the alarming abortage of scbools iD CaIi- continue to pay taxes for public ocboo'" u well as to 
maintain solely at their own espense tho ""boola oper-
Priuoipa1ly affected are two kind. of .. boola . . .. ated by religioua and cbaritable groope. . 
(1) __ tary and higb ochoo" maintained by more The subject of extending w equality to DOD-profit 
IIIIa a 40zeD nligiolll deaomiaationa; and (2) the elementary and bigh ""bool, was before the Stata Legis-
.., IeHoII for the blillcl, _t-motes, crippled, pal- lature 1I3r more than lUI weeki. After opeII bevings 
-,-
• 
• 
and tull opportunity lor all to be heard , it was p .... d 
overwhelmingly (I08 to 3) aDd signed by the Go,·ernor. 
Now it h •• '-n referrtd to the \'oters tor their ap-
proval 88 PROPOSITION 3. 
A "YES" vote on PROPOSITION 3 will help our 
public school system, will benefit ' lhe t",pay .. , will 
align Calitornia wilh the olher 47 slales of Ihe Unioll 
'Who give justice to children attending non-tax-sup-
porttd elemenl.ry and high ,.,hool •. 
FLEET ADMIRAL CHESTER W. NIMITZ 
Regent, Uni\'('rsity of California 
C. J . HAGGERTY 
Secretary-Treasurer, California State Feder-
ation of Labor 
ADRIEN J. FALK 
Past Preside"t, California State Chamber 01 
Commerce 
Argumnt Against Beterndum lIeatm. Bo. 3 
There are at least six reasons why Ihe propo .. d reg· 
islalion should not be pnactNi into law i and anyone 
of them is more than suffieient for 8 NO vote: 
1. It would add more millions of dollars 10 the 
alf'fady too large amount (now estimated at 765 mil-
lions) of private proJ)('rty expmpt from taxation i and 
thus lurther narrow the tax base. 
This wouJlI. of eourse. further inCrE'8Se the taxf'S on 
property ~ ,t exempt, including small homes and aparl. 
ments. ... 
If the tax bllS<! is 10 be ehangl'd, il should be broad-
ened-not narrowed ; and that proP<'rty may ha\Oe bet.'11 
tl:empted in the past is no reason for another exemp-
tion. 
2. There is no limit 10 the extent of this proposed 
('zemption, as thpre is to the exemption granted uni· 
versities and col)tgeso 
3. It, as claimed by the proponent. of Ihe measure, 
the tstroption should be granted because the parochial 
IOhool. keep Ihe rhihlren out oC Ihe public schools and 
thualessen Ihe cost of public education, Ihen Ihe prop-
erty ot all private schools should be exempled; and. 
there is no reason to exempt only schools" owned and 
operated by religious· • founll l'tions or corporations" 
i.e. pArochial schools whieh are a eomponent part of the 
Church which operates them. 
. 
\ 
4. To oxemp! only p~fO<hial ..,hoob is Hpecially ob-
jl'Ctionable for other reasons. 
No one will deny that a parent 1.88 a right to .... d hi' 
child to a privale school if he so d .. ires, "'en thoullih 
il be one maintained primarily 10 indoctrinate tbe child 
with the ideology of a particular religion i bot he bas 
no rilffil 10 expect a taxpayer who is not of that faith 
to help pay its cost. -
The p, rochial school is not a partner, but a competi-
tor, of our American systtm of trE'C public scbools; 
and any aid granted to a parochial school must be to the 
disad"antage of our public ..,hools. 
There is no argument in favor of this propootd ex-
.mplion which could not be as well made (as it has 
b<oen ) Cor a share of all public money appropriated tor 
our public schools. 
5. The proposod measure violatH the American 
principle of Ihe se"aralion 0' Church and State. 
A tax oxemplion is the equivalent of a subsidy. It i. 
in principle, and in effect. a gnnt of public rn(\"~ in 
aid of a rtligious sect, and helps BU.'port ,~hoola c,m· 
trolled and operattd by a chureb or .. li,) OO8 d.n .... · 
ination. 
6. It there werc no other reason, the proposod m .... 
ure should be defealed beeause the Weltare Constitu-
tional Amf'ndment, now claimed to authorize this rs .. 
('mption was ne\"f'r so intended. 
The poople had Iwice ~for. refusod to exempt th_ 
~hools ; and whtn authority was given to tsempt 
CI property used for religious, hospital or charitable 
purposes, " it was on the assurance in the Voten' Hand. 
book Ihat "schools olher than colleges will not be ex-
empted. " 
This assurance was recognized and conftrmtd, .. beD 
the Revenue Code was amendtd, by .n exp_ pro-
vision that it ~houl" not be conslrutd to exempt schools. 
CHARLES ALBERT ADAMS 
Former Member. Slale Board of EducatioD, 
Founder of Public Schools Week 
HENRY ,V. COIL 
Attorney·at.Law 
ALFRED J. LUNDBERG 
Past Presiderit, California St~te Chamber 
ot Commerce 
., 
PA.YJIE1fTS TO NEEDY BLIND. Senate Constitutional .Amend-
4 
ment No. 28. Amends Section 22. of Artip1e IV of Constitution: 
Prohibits imposition of administrative restrictions on manner 
in which blind recipient expends aid payments. Provides that 
such aid payments are for benefit of the blilld recipient alone and 
shall not be regarded as income to any person other than the 
recipient. Requires State Department of Social Welfare to 
enforce such provisions. 
(Por J'uII Ten of lleuure, lee Pare 3, Pan D) 
YES 
NO 
AlIaIJIia bJ the r.e,t.lati .... Cotmael are not conftieting, however, and if both are approucl 
Thil measure torbida any person concerned .. ith by the voters, both can be giyen .!feeL 
the administration of aid to needy blind persons to Arl\UDlIDt III Pavor of IIe1Iate'Ooutit1dioDi1 
dictate how any applicant or recipient shall spend aueh AmeDdmeD\ Ko. 18 
aid granted to him. The pmont law doeS a great injuatiee to the aatd 
It also deelares that an money paid to a recipient hlind in certain c ..... For exampl~upl*< an qed 
ot needy blind aid ~hall be intended to help him meet blind couple are getting county aid of "'5.00 ... Ir, 
hiB individual need. and is not tor Ihe benefit oC any or a total of t90.oo. Then BUPpose the hUlband, reaehea 
other person and that such aid when granted is not to 65 years of age, beeomH eligible tor' the State Blind 
be construed as income to any person other than the Aid of t85.oo, and ' ''Y" to his aged blind wit., "Well, 
blind recipient of the aid. The State Department of we haven't many yean left ud we can 'ne\-er .-.gain 
Soci.1 Welf~re is ""luired to take all n_ry action our Bight, but .. e "'i11 have $40.00 a month more aG. 
to onloree th ... provisiona. and we ean at leut have a lew IitUe thin .. that .. e 
This section of the CODotitution (Art. IV, Sec. 22) couldn't have betore." . 
would also be ....... ded by Propoaitiou No. 20 IUb- But then the County Welfare Department atepll I" 
mittitl to th~ voten at this election. The ..... Ddmenta and U)'I, "UDder our rut ... as allowed hy law, we 
- · 5-
the amo_ apportioned to each school district in 
t.aeh lIstai y.ar shall be not Ie,": than twe.nty·four 
hundrtd 0l0i1 ... ($2400) . 
Solely with ~peet to allY retirement system pro· 
Tided fa. .. the ('hart ~r of any county or city and 
county J)1IN8Ant to the prOyiiiions of which the con-
t r ibutios of, and ben~fits to. certificated employeeR 
of a sehool dietrict ,vho are members of such system 
art bastd upoa the proportion of the salaries of such 
certificated employees contributed by said couuty or 
('i t:-.,. nnd .... t1, all amounts apportioned to said 
county C1I city nnd county, or to school districts 
th r rein. pllRD8nt to the provisions of th is section 
shall be cclJlllidert"d RS thou ::-h derived from coullty or 
d ty '?nd -.aty school ta x~ for the snpport ot 
county aM eity aJld county goycrnnlcnt. unu not 
money provi" td by the State within the meanin, of 
this section. .... 
The r",gisllture shall provide for the levyi,," an-
nually by the goveminl! body of cach county~ onr! 
city and county, of luch scbool district tax.s, at 
rates not in excelS of the maximum rates of school 
district tas flxed or authorized by the Legislature, n~ 
,viii produce in each fiscal year such revenue for csc.h 
school district as the jtoverning boarel thereof shall 
detennine is required. in such fiscal year for the Slip-
port of all schools and functions of said district 
authorized or required by law. 
The provisions of this seetion 8S they read on April 
1,.J94i 1902, shalt remain opera,tive to and includin .... 
June 30, +M!J. 1953, and no longer. notwithsfalld in: 
.my·provision of this Constitution to the contl'a!'y. l) 
TAXA'DOK: WELFARE EXEMPTION OF NONPllOFIT SOHOaL 
PBOPERTY. Act of Legislature silbmitted to electors by 
referendum. Act amends Section 214, Revenue and Taxation 
YES 
3 Qode. Extends property tax exemption, known as welfare ex· ernption, to property used exclusively for ~chools of less than 
('ollegiMc grndc owned and operated by nonprofit religious, NO 
hospital or charitable organizations. 
(This pfopcliCd law ('xpl'C'ss ly amends an exist ing 
sect ion of tt.e Revenue nnd Taxation Code, thereforl', 
EXISTIltQ PBOVISIONS proposrd to bc DELETED 
are printed ill S'fIlIKE 9l:T~, and NEW PRO· 
VISIONS proposed to bc INSERTED are printed in 
BLAC){.PAOBD TYPE.) 
PROPOSED LAW 
AD act to ameJWt Section 214 of the Revenue and Tao:. 
ation CtIae, relating to the wellare exemption. 
'!'be people '" the Slate of California do enact as 
follows : . 
Section 1. Soction 214 of the Revenne and Taxa· 
tion (locie II _nded to read: 
214, Pr~P<'rty used cxeiusin 'iy for relif! ious, hos-
pital , st'ic.~tifie, or chari table purposes owned illld op-
pratp() b:; conunuuity chcsts, fund s, foundations or 
corporation~ erganized and operated for r eligions, 
. hospit al, seienlitic, or rharitable purposes is eX-l~l1Ipt 
from tnxn tion if : 
(1 ) Th ~ ewoer is not or ga nized or opr ra ted for 
profit : 
(2) No part of th t:' nC't earnings of the owner inures 
to thp beMflt {II any prin lt e shareholcl(, r or indi-
vidual; 
(3) Thp p,o)'l' r ty is not llsrd or operated by the 
owner or by .any Miler prfson for profit regard less of 
the purp,osCIi to " hi,'h the profit. is del'oted; 
(4 ) Thl' propeit;; is not lI ~ rd or opC' ra t (>d by the 
own(' r or b, ta: y (,t hc'r Il rrson so as to benefit any 
offiet'r, trustee, d in'l' tor , shnreholder, member , em. 
p lo,vep. contributur. or bOll tlh fllt) C' r of the o\\'I1(' r or 
QPl' ra tof, ()" any othl' r per:;OIl , through the d istribu-, 
tion of proft*""', 1>oY!ll(>nt of eXl'c::.sin· t harges or com. 
pensati oDH CD' the mort:' al! Y1lll ta .::eous pursuit of their 
businl'ss or J.lrOff~' i oll ; 
(5) The propert.y is not used by the owner or Illl'm-
bers t.hereof for fraternal or lodge purposes, or fo r 
social elub purposes except where such use is cl (, ilrI~' 
incidental to a primary religious, hospita l, SCiC'lI1iHc, 
or charitable purpose; 
(6 ) The property is irre"ocably dedicated to r('-
ligions, charitable, scientific, or hospital purpos('s; alill 
upon the liquidation, dissolution or abandonmcllt of 
the owner will not inure to the benefi t of allY priYatc 
person except a fund, foundation or corporHtioll or-
ganized and operated for r eligious, hospital , s('ientific, 
or charitable purposes ; , 
(7) The property. if uscd exclusivcly for sc irntific 
pur poses, is used by a founda tion or institut ion whi,'h, 
in a'ddition to complying with the foregoing fe(juil'(,-
ments ror the exemption of charitable organizations 
in general , has been chart ered by the Congrl'ss of the 
United Sta tes, and whose objects nre the ellcourtl gc-
ment or conduct of scientific investiga tion, J'(,st~a r (' h 
a nd dis'eoyer,. for the benefit of the communit.y at 
la rge. 
'rhe exemption pro\' id rd for herein shall be known 
as the " welfare exemption," This exempt ion shall be 
in add ition to Rny other exemption now prO\' idfd by 
law. This section shall not be const rued to enlar~c the 
college exempt ion ell te ~ 8ft e!temtltiell ~ fN'6f'"' 
~ kekl ~ 6P tteetI ft& &It edlteati81ull inati tut ieft et 
Ie8s IlMttt •• lIe~i.l. 1!f'8<Ie. Property lIIed exclusively 
for school purpoaes of 1_ 1ba.n collegiate grade and 
owntd and operated by religiolll, bOlpiial or chari· 
~le funds, foundations or corporati~lII, which prop· 
erty and funds, foundatiolll or corporations meet all 
of the requirements of tl!i.s section, shall be deemed 
to be within the n:emptioD provided for in Section lc 
of Article xm of the Oonatitutiou of the State of 
California and this section.. 
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